᭤ Introduction
Tensions and conflicts are rampant within the U.S. food system-they occur at epistemological, political and institutional, socioeconomic, spatial, community, and organizational levels. Some tensions are based on differences in scale, power, fundamental values, or conflicting stakeholder frames, while others occur because stakeholders with compatible interests have not yet developed a common language and agenda. Protests against global industrialized food system change, such as the use of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in foods and the increasing dominance of multinational food corporations, are becoming commonplace (Grey 2000; Hendrickson et al. 2001) , while sustainable agriculture proponents, farmers, and community food security advocates work toward more sustainable local or regional food systems (Hinrichs 2003; Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson 1996) . At the community and household levels, Americans feel the effects of "food politics," whether they are among the majority of consumers with access to the seemingly endless supply and variety of conventional foodstuffs or they belong to the increasing number of families and individuals who suffer from food insecurity-the lack of access to healthy, affordable, culturally appropriate, nonemergency food sources (Nestle 2002; Poppendieck 1998) .
Competing interests and tensions exist within the growing food security movement as well. Antihunger advocates have sought to alleviate hunger in individuals through the emergency food system (see, e.g., Poppendieck 1998), while community food security advocates (including a small but growing number of urban and regional planners) use more comprehensive systems analysis and self-reliant approaches to combating household food insecurity (see, e.g., Fisher 1996; Gottlieb and Fisher 1996; Kaufman 1999, 2000) . Urban agriculture proponents around the United States believe that their projects can contribute not only food but much-needed community and economic development in distressed city neighborhoods; however, their calls for support from local government and even community development corporations largely go unheeded (Gottlieb and Fisher 1996; Kaufman and Bailkey 2000) .
This article investigates the nature of these and other emerging conflicts in the food system by exploring the major stakeholder groups and their values, interests, and positions. Although intensifying tensions predominate in the larger food system, complementarities exist as well. Burgeoning popular media attention is raising the profile of dietary health and food security, indicating potential for expanding upon the complementarities. 1 Food systems scholars are calling for a common language to unify researchers, practitioners, community members, and disparate social movements in community food security work (Feenstra 2002; Gottlieb and Fisher 1996) . To that end, techniques from the environmental dispute resolution field, such as stakeholder analysis, consensus building, and visioning, can be applied to search for common ground in food systems discourse, coalition building, policy advocacy, and grassroots activism. Food systems stakeholders can probe existing tensions for possible mutual gains, build coalitions, and solve concrete problems ranging from a lack of food access in central cities to small-scale, local farmers' need for direct market outlets. The article concludes by describing the importance of urban and regional planners in bridging food system tensions to achieve local food systems that are economically stable, environmentally sound, and socially just.
᭤ Making Sense of the Food System through Stakeholder Analysis
Before planners can contribute to the developing discourse about food systems issues, we grapple with the complexities of the food system and its stakeholders. Stakeholder analysis is one conflict assessment technique that mediators and planners use to analyze dispute dynamics; examine disputing parties' values, interests, and positions; and reveal where parties' interests are shared or divergent (Carpenter and Kennedy 2001; Susskind and Thomas-Larmer 1999) . Planners also use stakeholder analysis to evaluate the complexities of emerging issues prior to attempting consensus building. Writers in fields other than planning have elaborated current food system tensions and some have described potential stakeholder alliances (see, e.g., Lang 1999a; Grey 2000; Hassanein 2003; Hinrichs 2003) . However, no one has used stakeholder analysis in ways that are relevant to a planning audience. Thus, this article's major contribution to the developing literature on planning for community food systems lies in the stakeholder analysis presented in Table 1 and the application of that analysis to the U.S. planning context.
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The analytical method presented here is widely used in environmental dispute resolution pedagogy and practice (e.g., Carpenter and Kennedy 2001; Susskind and Thomas-Larmer 1999) . Stakeholder values, interests, and positions; sources of power; time frame and approach; and scale and unit of analysis are distilled from the food systems literature referenced above and discussed throughout the article. The resulting food systems stakeholder table, however, is the author's own.
Finally, stakeholder analysis can be done fairly broadly as well as in finer levels of detail that distinguish primary and secondary stakeholders and their relative influence and importance in a dispute's dynamics. The analysis in Table 1 falls somewhere in between. Food systems stakeholders are categorized into two major groups: those controlled by the global industrialized food system and those that comprise the alternative food system. Within these two major groups are clearly identifiable and organized subgroups, such as the emergency food movement or the sustainable agriculture movement, and more nebulous groups, such as consumers and "food citizens." Table 1 and the ensuing discussion provide a useful point of entry for planners into the rudimentary workings of the food system, but it is important to recognize that not just each major stakeholder group but each subgroup has a research literature all its own. Iterative applications of stakeholder analysis by subgroup are possible but beyond the scope of this article.
The Global Industrialized Food System
The dominance of the conventional or corporate food system is well documented in the research literature and in the popular media, not to mention on grocery store shelves. What the consumer sees at the grocery store is apparent variety in healthful food choices; however, the realities of the global food system are in dramatic contrast. Driven by interests in profit maximization and market dominance, the conventional food system is characterized by efficiency and externalized costs: highly specialized and standardized commodity growing practices dependent on biotechnology advances; federal and corporate support for large-scale conventional agriculture and agricultural research at land-grant universities; corporate controlknown as vertical integration-of raw agricultural materials produced, their transformation into food products, and their distribution and marketing; reliance on food imports and and emerging global food monopolies in biotechnology and seeds, commodities, and food retailing (Grey 2000; Grieder 2000; Lang 1999a) . Corporate food production is damaging to local rural economies, drives diversified farming operations out of business, and forces farmers into contract farming that leaves them vulnerable to layoffs. In addition, contract farmers no longer determine the crop varieties they grow or the livestock they raise-corporate demand for product uniformity controls everything from the potato grown for fast food french fries (Schlosser 2001) to the broiler chickens raised for the poultry industry (Boyd and Watts 1997) . Corporate agriculture and livestock production's reliance on chemicals has proved environmentally damaging, hazardous to farm workers' health, and inhumane to animals (Grieder 2000; Schlosser 2001 ). These costs of food production and distribution are externalized, keeping food prices low at the point of sale (Lang 1999a) . Most recently, corporate agriculture has jumped on the organic bandwagon, co-opting organic growing techniques for use at an agribusiness scale of production while perpetuating many of the hidden costs of food production and distribution. Despite a U.S. food supply "so abundant that it contains enough to feed everyone in the country nearly twice overeven after exports are considered" (Nestle 2002, 1) , since the early 1980s, a significant hunger relief network has developed, including food pantries and food banks, produce gleaning operations, federal food stamp assistance, and surplus commodity distribution, to respond to the emergency food needs of poor households (Poppendieck 1998 ). The emergency food or antihunger movement depends almost entirely upon the conventional food system for the food it distributes and, in its use of the medical treatment or social welfare model, emphasizes short-term hunger alleviation over longer term issues of household income, nutritional quality, food access, or food sourcing (Joseph 1999, 3 ; see also Allen 1999) . Here, food is an entitlement, based on economic need (Gottlieb 2001) .
The corporate food system has a solid grip on consumersbecause we eat, we are stakeholders in the food system, wittingly or not. From the development of value-added "food products" and convenience foods to super-sized fast food meals, the corporate food system influences not only what American consumers eat but where and how much, with a resulting increase in diet-related health problems, such as heart disease, obesity, and diabetes, that can no longer be ignored (Gottlieb 2001; Nestle 2002; Schlosser 2001 ). 4 Despite these problems, the conventional food system remains a reliable source of inexpensive food for many, favored by the majority of U.S. consumers (Allen 1999) . Whether consumers have much, if any, power over trends and developments in the corporate food system is debatable. Some scholars argue that the dominant food system trends and forces are not immutable (Hassanein 2003; Gottlieb 2001) and that well-informed, organized consumer groups may be able to influence food retailers (Stevenson 1998, 203) . Consumers' episodic power is occasionally evidenced in periodic food boycotts or pressure put on fast food restaurants to shun genetically modified foods and promote salad bars as healthier options (Schlosser 2001) . Others contend that consumer sovereignty is one of the great food policy myths (Lang 1999b, 219) .
The Alternative Food System
Alternatives to the conventional industrialized food system have the U.S. regional planning movement of the 1920s as an intellectual ancestor. Regional planners interested in ameliorating the problems of urban industrial life sought to reconnect urban consumers with food producers from the surrounding agricultural areas, much like Ebenezer Howard's Garden City concept (Gottlieb and Fisher 1996, 24) . Regional planning's early interest in the food system failed to capture the rest of the planning field and ultimately went dormant, but its broader interest in environmental conditions resurfaced in the environmental justice movement. That movement's strong emphasis on community empowerment, social justice, and reduction of environmental risks to minority and rural populations finds parallels in the sustainable agriculture movement (Gottlieb and Fisher 1996) .
Organic farming experienced a renaissance in the late 1960s because of people's concerns about the effects of pesticides and other agricultural chemicals on human health. Over time, organic farming has developed into a broader sustainable agriculture movement that promotes not only organic production practices but responsible land stewardship and a return to more locally based, direct marketing through farmers markets and community-supported agriculture (Gottlieb 2001 ; compare the recent co-optation of organic by the conventional food system). Proponents of sustainable agriculture view it as an opportunity to "[reinvigorate] familial, community, and civic culture" by reconnecting food producers with each other and with consumers in a larger regional "foodshed" (Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson 1996, 37 ; see also DeLind 2002, who frames the various enterprises of the sustainable agriculture movement as "civic agriculture"; cf. Dukes 1996 , who writes of the transformative potential of public discourse and civic participation in conflict resolution). Attributes of sustainable agriculture include eating place-based, seasonal foods grown using environmentally sustainable production practices; protecting small, diversified family farms; building an economically viable local and regional direct-marketing network of producers and consumers; and developing a politically active citizenry-dubbed "food citizens" by somethat is, not just food-system aware but working through participatory democratic processes to create change in all levels of the food system (Hassanein 2003; Kloppenburg et al. 2000; Lang 1999b ). Participants in the sustainable agriculture movement include family farmers, community-supported agriculture farmers, small-scale food processors and distributors (admittedly a scarce commodity now), direct marketing outlets such as farmers markets, and independent food retailers such as natural food stores and co-ops.
The newest development in the alternative food system is the community food security movement. One commonly used definition of community food security entails providing "access to affordable, nutritious, and culturally appropriate food for all people at all times" in the context of "a system of growing, manufacturing, processing, making available, and selling food that is regionally based and grounded in the principles of justice, democracy, and sustainability" (Community Food Security Coalition, n.d., http://www.foodsecurity.org). Community food security advocates see food as an individual and a community right rather than a commodity or an entitlement. Grounded in systems analysis that examines the entire food system stream from production to waste, their work is directed at community-level change in food sources and resources, transportation and food access, nutrition and dietary health, food safety, employment opportunities in food production, and reduction of environmental hazards in food production and processing (Gottlieb 2001; Joseph 1999) . Advocates include food and nutrition researchers, policy advocacy and other nonprofit organizations, and community gardeners and local urban agriculture entrepreneurs, many of whom are food citizens as well. In time, when community food systems planning is more widely accepted, planners can become more direct stakeholders in the alternative food system. At present, with the exception of a few planners in the vanguard of food systems work, the field's role lies in the realm of facilitation, consensus building, and other bridging activities discussed below.
A fundamental feature of the alternative food system is that it does not exist independently of the global industrialized food system but operates within it. This embeddedness gives rise to many of the tensions that are reported in the research literature and in the media. Although Table 1 reveals complementarities as well as tensions, the alternative food system's stakeholders do not share consensus on food systems issues. The lack of a unifying discourse limits their ability to set a collective action agenda that yields meaningful change (Buttel 1997) ; at least one commentator believes that a unifying discourse is unlikely (Hassanein 2003, 77) . However, when we examine stakeholder interests and positions through the lens of environmental dispute resolution, we can identify issues around which to build a common framework for action.
᭤ Food System Tensions
The food system is "the place where the local meets the global" (Gottlieb 2001, 186) . As the vociferous public demonstrations over World Trade Organization policies attest, this meeting point is characterized increasingly by tensions between the global industrialized food system and the alternative food system embedded within it. These tensions have been amply documented in research literature outside planning, notably, in rural sociology and sustainable agriculture (see, e.g., Dahlberg 2001; Hassanein 2003; Hinrichs 2003; Kloppenburg and Lezberg 1996; Lang 1999a) . Table 2 reproduces a now classic conceptualization of tensions in the food system that originally appeared in Lang (1999a, 181) and was later condensed into a smaller set of attributes by Hinrichs (2003, 36) . This table illustrates in binary form the multiplicity of overall food systems tensions. Hinrichs (2003, 34-35) argues that describing these tensions in binary terms or based solely on scale-for example, between the local (the "good") and the global (the "bad")-is somewhat misleading. Global and local food system processes are dynamic and interrelated, influencing and feeding back into each other and requiring system-level analysis in many aspects. Local social relationships, power relations, and environmental management practices are not always positive, and communities can pursue elitist or narrow "defensive localization" strategies at the expense of wider societal interests, such as inclusivity (p. 36). Reliance on a binary conceptualization of food system tensions also risks a naiveté about the political and practical challenges inherent in adapting food systems work to a specific social and political context without co-optation (D. Campbell 2001) or in being rendered ineffective in creating the social, political, economic, and intellectual space for real change (Feenstra 2002 ; see also Dahlberg 2001) . Finally, a binary conceptualization does not give planners or others much leverage to bridge food systems tensions or even ideas of where to begin. Applying the tools of conflict assessment and analysis, such as the rudimentary primary stakeholder analysis above, can help us identify potential complementarities from which to build coalitions or work toward consensus.
Conflict is inevitable; however, disputes can range from readily resolvable issues to more intractable ones (Susskind and Cruikshank 1987; . Degree of intractability can vary within a dispute, over time, with circumstances, and as stakeholders enter and leave the process. The environmental dispute resolution literature identifies attributes associated with higher degrees of dispute intractability, such as fundamental or deep-rooted moral conflicts (Burgess and Burgess 1996) ; conflicts in worldview, values, principles, or societal structures (Forester 1999; Greenhalgh 1986; Putnam and Wondolleck 2003) ; threats to individual or group identity (Northrup 1989) ; and differences in how disputing parties frame conflicts (Gray 2003; Lewicki, Gray, and Elliott 2003) .
Food system conflicts are driven by difficult social, public policy, and environmental issues, some of which are seemingly insurmountable. They involve numerous stakeholder parties, complex technical and scientific issues, incompatible stakeholder frames, and deeply held values about how things should be done. Worldview clashes and conflicts laden with deep values related to societal structure and power struggles are basic differences that resist resolution-or as some argue, are inappropriately resolved-through mediated processes (Caton Campbell and Floyd 1996) . Hussanein (2003, 78) notes that "when values clash, there is no independent authority that society can meaningfully appeal to for a definitive resolution of disputes." Decisions about societal values, such as many of those related to globalization (e.g., GMOs or no GMOs; reliance on nonrenewable versus renewable forms of energy; externalization or internalization of food production and transportation costs), are best left to political and judicial processes. These types of conflicts are not ones in which local level planners can effectively intervene.
More easily resolved conflicts are characterized by divisible issues, smaller consequences, organized leadership, balanced perceptions of harm and gain, and interdependent parties who need to maintain long-term relationships (Greenhalgh 1986) . Even parties who have fundamentally different values can sometimes agree on solutions to concrete, practical problems despite their basic differences (Forester 1999) . Issues with motivational force are those in which individuals or groups with otherwise diverse aims and values find a common interest-such as increasing food access in the central citybecause it is there that stakeholder interdependence and the need for collective action are revealed (Laws 1999, 271) . The deepest underlying shared interest for many conventional food system stakeholders (e.g., consumers, farmers, emergency food movement advocates) and all of the alternative food system stakeholders is in food itself. As Welsh and MacRae (1998, 240-41) observe, Few other systems touch people's daily lives in such an intimate way and thereby provide such a strong motivation and opportunity for citizenship. . . . Food, like no other commodity, allows for a political awakening . . . draws on and helps nurture authentic relationships . . . has the potential to generate active citizenship . . . [and] suggests both belonging and participating, at all levels of relationship.
The next section of the article explores complementarities among the range of food system stakeholders described in Table 1 through a hypothetical case of decreasing access to food in the central city-a pervasive problem in the United States. A hypothetical declining central-city neighborhood has become a "food desert," from which the last conventional supermarket has departed for a neighborhood with more affluent households. 5 Low-income neighborhood residents without automobiles must either travel long distances by public transportation to reach a grocery store in another neighborhood or depend on convenience stores and liquor stores within walking distance for access to fruits and vegetables. The "fresh" produce sold at these outlets, however, is typically of limited selection and poor quality and offered at high markups. The neighborhood has a few fast food restaurants that are a source of inexpensive food, but the oversized menu portions are laden with fat and salt. Low-income neighborhood residents find themselves with few healthful food options and are at increasing risk for diet-related health problems such as diabetes, hypertension, and obesity.
Tensions around increasing the neighborhood's access to food are several. From a conventional food standpoint, residents (food consumers) may identify attracting a new grocery store as the primary mechanism for increasing food access, and they begin to lobby local government officials to help them in their cause. However, this response only partially addresses community food security. Conventional supermarkets can "put good food in poor bellies," but the dollars residents spend there leave the neighborhood to line major corporate pockets rather than recirculating in the local economy. Another option is to attract a cooperative grocery store that would offer organic and conventional foods of high quality but still relatively high prices, which would benefit some but not all neighborhood residents. In addition, a recent study of Los Angeles grocery stores revealed that chain grocery stores located in poorer neighborhoods stocked their shelves with less healthy food choices (whole milk rather than skim, fewer types of fresh produce) than those offered by the identical chain stores in more affluent neighborhoods (Sloane et al. 2003 ; see also Shaffer 2002) . Thus, a new grocery store may not fully address the neighborhood's food needs.
The city's planners can help neighborhood residents design and conduct a community food assessment. The assessment should begin with a stakeholder analysis like that in Table  1 but one that is specific to the local context. What food issues and needs do residents confront regularly? What food assets and resources are already available? What goals do community residents have for increasing food access? What capacity do neighborhood residents have for meeting their own food needs?
Many complementarities among food system stakeholders can be taken advantage of to augment the neighborhood's community food security and increase healthful food options. First, connections can be made between the conventional food system and sustainable agriculture. Conventional food retailers could contract with a local growers network or cooperative to source fresh produce, meats, eggs, and cheese, increasing the types and quality of food available, but again, the prices might be relatively high. Local producers, community leaders, and neighborhood residents (food consumers) can also explore direct marketing outlets, such as a neighborhood farmers market, that would accept Women, Infants, Children coupons for fresh produce or offer its own form of discounted coupons through a locally funded subsidy program. Area community-supported agriculture farms could subsidize shares for low-income households in the city or offer households food shares (known as worker shares) in exchange for their labor on the farm. Several U.S. school districts have begun farm-toschool programs to supply locally sourced produce in school salad bars and lunches (see Azuma and Fisher 2001) ; this would also be an option in our hypothetical neighborhood.
Most older central cities are repositories of large amounts of vacant land that can be transformed into community gardens and entrepreneurial urban agriculture projects (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000) ; our hypothetical central-city neighborhood is likely no exception. The community food assessment could identify parcels of land appropriate for these uses. Community gardens could be established-or expanded where they already exist-to provide residents food-growing opportunities. Children's gardening programs could also be incorporated into the curricula of local schools. Community centers and university extension programs could offer classes in gardening techniques, nutrition, and food preparation and preservation to help residents take full advantage of the food they grow themselves or buy from the farmers market, building upon shared stakeholder interests and beginning residents' journey from food consumers to food citizens.
Complementarities also exist among the emergency food system, sustainable agriculture, and the community food security movement. For example, local farmers, community gardeners, and urban agriculture entrepreneurs could be encouraged to donate surplus produce or deliberately "grow a row" of surplus food for area food pantries, meal programs, and summer meal programs for school-age children. Again, practical actions such as these address stakeholders' shared interests in increasing food access and combating hunger and diet-related health problems by providing healthier food choices to local populations.
Finally, planners can contribute to the central-city neighborhood's community food security in ways beyond those described above. The next section of the article outlines critical roles and strategies for planners who want to engage the food system complementarities identified above. Table: What Planners Can Do
᭤ Building a Common
Community food security is compatible with the larger set of goals that planners pursue in creating healthy, livable, environmentally sustainable, and economically vital communities. Planners in both professional practice and academia are "in a unique position to engage the community in a dialogue about the meaning and goals of a food secure community" (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000, 121) , although they engage the community in slightly different ways. Borrowing from what Scott Campbell (1996, 305) says is the task for planners regarding sustainable development, the challenge for resolving locallevel food system tensions is " (1) to manage and resolve conflict; and (2) to promote creative technical, architectural, and institutional solutions" to yield a common vision of a sound, secure, and just community food system. Planners can play a strong facilitative and mediating role in the evolving community food security discourse and spur concrete action.
The Role for Planning Practitioners
Practicing planners can contribute to the development of a common food systems discourse and a food systems agenda in the following ways:
Apply the standard tools of planning practice to food systems issues, making them more transparent to decision makers; agency officials; local, state, and federal funders; the broader planning community; and the general public.
Collect and analyze data on the local or regional food system. Large-scale community food assessments can be done by public-sector agencies, nonprofit and community-based organizations or coalitions, private planning firms, or even by classes of graduate-level planning students under the guidance of a faculty member (Pothukuchi et al. 2002; see chap. 3 for examples of existing community food assessments including some done by students). Smaller, more targeted, individual neighborhood assessments can be made of central-city residents' access to grocery stores, the geographic distribution of community gardens or vacant land available for urban agriculture, household reliance on food pantries, labor-force effects of foodrelated businesses, and the like. Solid baseline studies can establish a common basis from which to construct a concrete community food systems agenda (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000) . Such studies can trigger more popular media coverage of local, regional, and national food systems issues that capture the public's attention. They also provide useful supporting materials in grant applications submitted to funders at all levels, from local community development block-grant programs to major private foundations to federal agencies. When conducted by community groups, with the technical assistance of planners, they can be powerful organizing tools.
Participate in specific community food projects. Practicing planners' participation in individual local projects depends on whether their agency culture deems food systems issues important enough to devote already-scarce staff time to them. At present, this is the least well-developed and least likely avenue for direct involvement, although it ultimately has promise as the planning field's receptivity to food systems issues grows. Planners are likely to engage individual food system projects in municipal site planning review as development projects with an urban agriculture component move forward (for one example, see Caton Campbell and Salus 2003) .
Revise local land-use plans and regulations to promote the local food system. Around the United States, communities are slowly awakening to the enhancements community food system projects bring in community building and empowerment; increased household food security; improved public health, jobs, and skills development; and quality of life (Gottlieb 2001; Kaufman and Bailkey 2000; Schukoske 2000) . This recognition is far from universal and needs to be more widespread. Practicing planners can encourage the development of more locally based food systems by removing regulatory barriers to community gardens and entrepreneurial urban agriculture and by adding community food security to comprehensive planning goals.
Felsing (2001) surveyed forty U.S. cities to learn how community gardens are handled in planning documents and zoning ordinances. He found that "naming community gardens as a permitted use in the zoning code clarifies city policy, provides a shared reference point for all parties . . . enhances the viability of gardens and garden groups . . . and solidifies support across a range of city departments and public agencies" and that "familiar land use review processes can mediate competition for the same parcel, reach compromise on disagreements about aesthetics, and shape compatible uses" (p. 1). Community gardens were named as components of a plan's recreation and open space element (Berkeley and San Francisco, CA), important to the preservation of an area's rural heritage (Boise, ID), and a major use for a city's surplus property (Seattle, WA; Chicago, IL) (Felsing 2001 (Felsing , 2002 . Other cities specified community gardens as part of policies promoting urban agriculture (Davis, CA) or the development of a local food system (Berkeley, CA). Schukoske (2000) analyzes state, local, and District of Columbia community gardening ordinances and describes the elements of a model community gardening program based on best practices from around the country (see also Raja 2000, for another example not included in Schukoske). Kaufman and Bailkey (2000, 85-86) recommend similar local government actions to benefit entrepreneurial urban agriculture, such as incorporating it in comprehensive landuse plans as a desired activity and a specific use for vacant parcels, amending zoning ordinances to include it as a permitted or conditional use in particular residential and nonresidential districts, and including it as a part of urban open-space management strategies. Farming Inside Cities, their study of seventy nonprofit and private-sector entrepreneurial urban agriculture projects, identifies obstacles to urban agriculture and ways to surmount them.
Facilitate the development of local food policy councils as a means for creating food policy and for stimulating public participation in food democracy and par ticipate with other municipal and nongovernmental agencies in developing local food policy.
Food policy councils (FPCs) are diverse, collaborative groups typically made up of farmers, food processors, wholesalers or distributors, retailers, institutional purchasers, school food-service staff, nutritionists and dieticians, antihunger advocates, foodrelated and other nonprofits, cooperative extension service faculty and staff, religious groups, academic researchers, concerned citizens, and representatives from local, county, and state government agencies or departments (e.g., health, human services, food and nutrition, social services, parks, agriculture and land stewardship, education, transportation, community development, economic development, and planning; Borron 2003) .
FPCs can serve as local government advisory bodies, engage in advocacy on state and federal legislation and budget allocations, and educate their own membership, policymakers, and the public. Although they usually exist outside formal government structures, they perform a bridging function by crafting policy and position papers on food and nutrition, community gardens and urban agriculture, transportation and food access, or other food system issues, some of which make their way into municipal policy (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999) . For example, in October 2001, the City of Berkeley (2001) adopted one of the first municipal food and nutrition policies in the country. The policy promotes the local economy and is designed to build a sustainable local food system ensuring Berkeley residents access to healthy, affordable, culturally appropriate food. Developed by the Berkeley Food Policy Council, the policy had "input from staff in the Office of the City Manager, Department of Finance, Department of Housing, Department of Parks, Recreation and Waterfront, Office of the City Attorney, and the Office of Economic Development" (http://www.berkeleyfood.org/rprt925.htm).
A notable exception to the advisory nature of most FPCs is the Toronto Food Policy Council (TFPC), created in 1991 as a subcommittee of the Toronto Board of Health, from which it receives staff support and a modest budget. Now over ten years old, the TFPC has an impressive track record of accomplishments (Borron 2003 ; see especially Welsh and MacRae 1998). Finally, FPCs have also developed local-level food systems projects (Borron 2003; Welsh and MacRae 1998) . In particular, they can help codify, institutionalize, and stabilize local projects by placing their work in a broader framework of food system policies (Feenstra 2002) . The most successful FPCs are those that have a dynamic leadership and a secure funding base, most often provided by local government (Borron 2003) .
In 1999, Pothukuchi and Kaufman reported about fifteen food policy councils in existence in the United States and Canada. In just four years, that number had nearly doubled to twenty-seven (Borron 2003) . Although the majority of them face significant funding, staff support, and personnel continuity challenges, with strong leadership FPCs can develop agendas that earn local government support (Borron 2003, 8) . FPCs show promise as "concrete example[s] of a deliberate attempt to develop the practice of food democracy . . . [and] dedicate resources and give validity to an arena that has not traditionally been part of local government," bringing together stakeholders who ordinarily would neither collaborate nor interact (Hassanein 2003, 79) .
The Role for Planning Academics
Planning academics can contribute to a common food systems discourse and practical agenda in many of the ways that practicing planners do. But because of their tripartite mission of research, teaching, and public service, planning faculty can make other important contributions that practicing planners cannot.
Planning Research
Expand upon early community food systems theory building and empirical research and publish in scholarly planning journals. Empirical and conceptual research on food systems and community food security has been done in sociology, rural sociology, and alternative (sustainable) agriculture for over a decade. 6 However, Pothukuchi and Kaufman (2000) have documented through survey research and review of the scholarly literature that even though the food system is a "significant metropolitan system," it is "there and yet not there" for planners (p. 121). The publication of this special issue on food systems by the Journal of Planning Education and Research, along with a recent special issue of Progressive Planning (formerly Planners Network), and a feature article in Planning magazine (Terreri 2004) , signals the beginnings of change in the planning field.
Over the past five years, special paper sessions on the food system were held at meetings of the American Planning Association (once) and the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (twice), and numerous individual papers were presented in regular conference sessions. Academics have published policy briefs and reports on planning and the food system as well (see, e.g., Gottlieb, Fisher, and Jakowitsch 2002; Kaufman and Bailkey 2000; Ashman et al. 1993; Allan et al. 1997) . More empirical research is needed, including case studies, community food assessments, and linkages between the food system and other functional systems in planning.
Planning has well-developed literatures on community empowerment and social capital, community-based development, local economic development, urban redevelopment, rural planning, sustainability, and environmental and public policy dispute resolution. Each of these literatures offers a useful lens through which to examine the food system and build a common community food security discourse shared by many other fields. Planning academics can make use of these literatures in pedagogical settings.
Planning Education
Include the food system as one of the functional sectors covered in survey courses-as a topic area in courses on central-city revitalization, community development, land-use policy, transportation, or regional planning-or develop a freestanding community food systems course. Graduate-level food systems courses, while once rare (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000) , have now been offered in several accredited U.S. planning programs (e.g., University of California, Los Angeles; Wayne State University; and the University of Wisconsin-Madison). These courses fit well as electives in the context of sustainable development, urban redevelopment or central-city planning, and community-based development concentrations. Whether planning faculty pursue stand-alone courses or integrate food systems issues into existing offerings, it is critical that they capture and convey to students the linkages between the food system and the other functional sectors that are the traditional purview of planning (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999) .
Offer service-learning opportunities in community food systems courses. Service-learning projects, in which planning students volunteer their time for local organizations or community groups and reflect upon their experiences through written assignments and class discussions, are a valuable pedagogical tool. They enhance community food systems pedagogy by taking students out of abstract classroom discussions and bridging the theory and practice gap. On the micro level, students who volunteer just a few hours in local community food security projects gain a deeper awareness of food systems issues. On the macro level, students conducting a community food assessment for a class assignment learn far more than the technical skills involved. By working in communities where household food security is precarious, they learn about the structural problems food-insecure households face, help community members set priorities through participatory processes, and see the effects of other planning decisions on the local food system. In addition, the students' work can document empirically a community's food needs and resources and identify potential stakeholder linkages for coalition building (Pothukuchi et al. 2002) .
Public Service
Participate in specific local food system projects or community collaboratives, community-university partnerships, and other public service involving the local food system. This is the most time-consuming, challenging place for planning academics to intervene in bridging food systems tensions and to build consensus. The structure of university promotion and tenure systems rewards public service and outreach far less than research and teaching and, in some cases, actively discourages it. However, community-university partnerships involving planning academics are numerous and have been the subject of scholarly writing in planning and other fields (Rubin 2000; Reardon 2000 ; see also the 1998 special issue of the Journal of Planning Education and Research on partnerships). These partnerships are good candidates for qualitative research, particularly participatory action research, and can yield research articles that feed into the traditional academic reward system. Universities are beginning to acknowledge the larger importance of partnerships and the enhancements that they bring to research, classroom teaching, and community life. Students find the opportunity to participate in these partnerships especially rewarding.
Planning academics can offer their technical expertise to individual food system projects or community collaborative groups on a short-term, project-by-project basis or over an extended period of time as part of a community-university partnership, helping to locate food systems issues within Feenstra's (2002) broader framework (see also Kaufman and Bailkey 2000) . Planners can also facilitate community-based planning and partnerships among local land trusts, nonprofit organizations, community development corporations, and citizens' groups that further local food systems objectives (see Caton Campbell and Salus 2003, for one example).
Help local community food systems collaboratives or grassroots nonprofits document their efforts. Planning faculty (and their students) can document and disseminate stories of grassroots community food system collaboratives and projects. Good case-study narratives are essential in communicating with local planning staff and agency officials and, distilled into shorter narratives, make a useful hook in attracting the attention of private foundation and government program officers. Finally, narratives reinvigorate the essential work of community participants, who can lose sight of their contributions to a larger community food security effort when they are bogged down in the day-to-day frustrations and problems of individual projects (Feenstra 2002, 105) .
Graduates of planning programs where the first food systems courses were offered are now employed as public-sector planners in several states. In addition, planning graduates currently hold policy and program positions at the Community Food Security Coalition-the national food systems advocacy and research body-including the position of executive director. Some students received planning doctorates and are now junior faculty in other U.S. planning programs, where they offer their own food systems courses. At the University of Wisconsin-Madison, the number of incoming students who cite food systems as their major area of interest has jumped dramatically in the past five years to one-sixth of the 2003 entering class. Clearly, community food systems issues are capturing the attention of future planners, and it is time for the urban and regional planning field, its faculty, and its practitioners to respond.
᭤ Conclusion
Calls for development of a common, understandable food systems discourse have come from numerous sources (Feenstra 2002, 99 ; see also Anderson and Cook 1999; Gottlieb 2001; Gottlieb and Fisher 1996; Hassanein 2003; Joseph 1999) . The place in the food system that is currently most open to developing this common language is the alternative food system. Although its stakeholders lack a unified political agenda and use different strategies to achieve their individual objectives, "there is a general sense of being on the same side of the social conflict over food and agriculture" (Hassanein 2003, 78) . The stakeholder analysis presented in Table 1 identifies multiple overlapping interests and goals that can be used as the foundation for coalition building. Interests shared by these stakeholders include public participation (e.g., genuine decision-making power, opportunities to develop leadership, democratic participation); new partnerships of diverse groups, particularly urban-rural and community-university; commitment to the values of social, economic, and environmental justice; and the importance of local knowledge and control in policy formulation and project management. Joseph (1999, 12 ) contends that we also need an underlying consensus about the meaning and purposes of community food security and "a framework to bridge vision, principles, and implementation" to make a specific action agenda possible. Here, planners might exploit interests shared by both community food security and antihunger advocates, such as reducing the societal costs of hunger and alleviating poverty. Activities such as fresh produce donations to community centers, soup kitchens, food pantries, and food banks from family farms, community gardens, and urban agriculture projects indicate that this connection is already being made on the ground. True food system transformation requires developing synergies at higher policy-making levels. For example, changes in institutional food-buying patterns are taking place as university food services begin to source seasonal food locally, such as apples and potatoes, and municipal school districts implement school gardening, lunchroom salad bars, and farm-to-school food programs that reintroduce nutritious fresh foods into school cafeterias.
A candidate for Joseph's bridging framework may now exist in community food system assessment, a tool for comprehensive analysis of community food issues in the context of land use, production, transportation, sustainability, and community life (Gottlieb 2001, 183; Pothukuchi et al. 2002) . Community food assessment's focus on system analysis has striking parallels with comprehensive planning analysis and indicates a clear intersection between food systems work and planning.
In addition to the stakeholder analysis technique described in this article, several facilitation and consensus-building techniques familiar to planners have been productively applied to food systems work. At a 1998 urban-rural agricultural conference in central Wisconsin, a group of university researchers facilitated a group discussion with a broad cross-section of the alternative farming community. The 125 discussion-group participants engaged in collaborative brainstorming of alternative food system attributes, yielding a definition "that may prove resistant to cooptation" by others (Kloppenburg et al. 2000, 185) . Pelletier et al. (2000) held a search conference to investigate values and beliefs about community food security among food system professionals from six rural counties in upstate New York. Besides revealing three distinct viewpoints on community food security, the search conference generated goals and objectives for relocalizing food system activities. Other participatory techniques for food system coalition building include small study circles, larger community visioning sessions, asset-based mapping for community development, and design charrettes for individual projects or mixed-use developments that include urban agriculture (Moore, Longo, and Palmer 1999; Gottlieb 2001) .
For those who have fully embraced food systems thinking and analysis, the ultimate goal of stakeholder analysis, consensus building, evolving discourse, and collaborative practice is a truly transformative "food democracy." Originally proposed by Lang (1999b, 218) , it has been seconded by many (Feenstra 2002; Dahlberg 2001; Kloppenburg et al. 2000; Welsh and MacRae 1998) . Hassanein (2003, 83) says, Food democracy seeks to expose and challenge the antidemocratic forces of control, and claims the right and responsibilities of citizens to participate in decision-making. Food democracy ideally means that all members of an agro-food system have equal and effective opportunities for participation in shaping that system, as well as knowledge about the relevant alternative ways of designing and operating the system. . . . Food democracy is a method for making choices when values and interests come into conflict and when the consequences of decisions are uncertain.
Through stakeholder analysis, this article has articulated some of the basic tensions and complementarities inherent in the global industrialized food system and the alternative food system. The value of this analysis is that it describes the complexities and dynamics of the global food system for a planning audience that is largely unfamiliar with them. The article also illustrates how food system issues can play out in a planning context, through the example of increasing food access for a hypothetical declining central-city neighborhood. Planners should make more detailed stakeholder analyses of their own communities to identify the specific food system contexts for which they make plans. Planning practitioners and academics can engage in many bridging activities that further food systems planning and contribute to an evolving common discourse, building the common table at which stakeholders will sit. 
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